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Editorial: 


On 400 years of the Authorised Version of the Bible 


Something revolutionary happened 400 
years ago! When King James | authorised 
the production of a new translation of 

the Bible into English, his purpose was to 
unify the nation and to promote peace 
and harmony. This version was to be 
accurate linguistically and theologically, 
to communicate effectively with everyone 
living under King James’ reign, and to be 
clear and flowing when read aloud. Some 
have claimed that it was the first classic 
of English literature. James 1 got what he 


had asked for — but God gave our nation 
much more! 

Credit for documenting the 
extraordinary impact of the Authorised 
Version (AV) should be given to Melvyn 
Bragg, who presented a BBC programme 
earlier this year. Watching it left me with 
a renewed appreciation of how extensive 
the influence this version of the Bible has 
been on our national life. The English 
language has been enriched by phrases 
and sayings taken from the AV that have 


captured the imagination of generation 
after generation of readers. The AV is 
linked also with the concept of liberty, with 
people being encouraged to read the 
Bible for themselves, hear the message of 
God for themselves and put it into practice 
without being told what to do by church or 
state. Bragg describes this as “the seeding 
of modern democracy”. 


Continued on page 28 ... 





Chained Bible in Dacre Church, Cumbria, dating from 1617. © Nancy Darrall 




















The Genesis Flood: 50 Years On 
Paul Garner 


Two years after the Darwin centenary celebration in 
1959, Whitcomb and Morris published this book. 

It re-invigorated biblical creationism on a worldwide 
scale. Part One of this article reviews belief in a 
worldwide flood through Christian history to the 
present day. Part Two, in a later issue of Origins, will 
consider some of the arguments in The Genesis Flood 
that have been updated following further study. 
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The Genesis Flood: 
50 Years On 





Paul Garner 


At the 1959 Darwin Centennial Celebration 
in Chicago, Sir Julian Huxley confidently 
announced the triumph of evolution and 
the death of creationism. But with hindsight 
his declaration was premature. For only 
two years later, a book was published that 
was to reinvigorate biblical creationism 

on a worldwide scale. That book was 

The Genesis Flood by John C. Whitcomb 
and Henry M. Morris, a publication which 
celebrates its fiftieth anniversary this year. 

In this article we will trace the 
history of Christian thought that led to 
The Genesis Flood being written and 
seek to evaluate its impact over the last 
five decades. 

Belief in a worldwide flood with 
geological effects was not a twentieth- 
century innovation. From the earliest days 
of the Christian church, the universality of 
the Flood was accepted on the testimony 
of the biblical text, and fossils were 
sometimes regarded as evidence of 
the cataclysm. 


Church fathers 


Tertullian (c.160-c. 225) may well have had 
the Flood in mind when he spoke of fossils 
in the mountains testifying to a time when 
the globe had been covered by water 
(Young 1995, p.26). There are hints that 
other Church Fathers had similar views. 

Procopius of Gaza (c. 465-c. 528) 
was explicit: ‘It can be shown clearly in 
many other ways that a universal flood 
came upon the earth, by which those 
people are persuaded who believe with 
difficulty that these things were explained 
by Moses. For even today, in mountains 
that are lofty and difficult to climb, marine 
remains are found, that is, shells and 
fragments of tortoise shells and other 
such things, which even we ourselves 
have seen’ (Young 1995, p.26). 


Likewise the Reformers accepted 
that the Flood had been worldwide in its 
extent and effects. Martin Luther (1483- 
1546) devoted a substantial part of his 
lectures on Genesis to the Flood account. 
He attributed the present configuration of 
the mountains and oceans to the agency 
of the Flood, and spoke of fossil fish and 
other animals as the remains of creatures 
that perished during the catastrophe 
(Young 1995, p.48). 

The Genevan Reformer, John Calvin 
(1509-1564), commenting on Genesis 7:17 
wrote: ‘Moses continues to insist on this 
fact, to show that the whole world was 
immersed in the Flood’ (Calvin 2001, p.79) 

The pioneering naturalists of the 
seventeenth century also sought to build 
their thinking on the historical accounts 
recorded in the early chapters of Genesis. 

Thomas Burnet (1635?-1715) 
argued that the present surface of the 
earth had been shaped by the worldwide 
Flood (Rudwick 1972, p.78}, while John 
Woodward (1665-1728) thought that 
the fossils enclosed in the rock layers 
were animals and plants that had been 
overwhelmed by the cataclysm (Rudwick 
1972, p.82). Both men saw the rocks and 
fossils as a silent testimony to the events 
of creation and the Flood. 


Enlightenment thinking 


But over the next few decades there was 
a growing separation in people’s minds 
between ‘scientific’ and ‘religious’ truths. 
The Bible came to be regarded as a source 
of moral and religious instruction, but not 
as a reliable source of knowledge about 
the physical world. The biblical events of 
creation and the Flood were sidelined in 
favour of increasingly speculative ideas 
about the earth's past. 

These trends ultimately paved the 





way for the ‘Age of Enlightenment’. This 
period of intellectual history was marked 
by the wilful rejection of biblical revelation 
and the triumph of ‘scientific’ rationalism. 
The Scottish geologist James Hutton (1726- 
1797) was one of the champions of this 
new worldview (Hutton 1959 [1795]). 

While working on his family farm in 
Berwickshire, Hutton observed the way in 
which erosion gradually wore away at the 
rocks, and sediments slowly accumulated 
in streams, lakes and rivers. 

He came to believe that these 
same slow processes, operating over vast 
periods of time, were sufficient to explain 
how the earth’s rock layers had formed 
in the more distant past. There was no 
place in his thinking for catastrophic global 
floods like the one described in the Bible. 

In the nineteenth century, 

Hutton‘s views were taken up and 
popularised by Sir Charles Lyell (1797- 
1875) (Lyell 1970 [1830-1833]]). Lyell is 
credited with developing the principle of 
uniformitarianism, which can be summed 
up in the phrase: ‘the present is the key 
to the past’. Indeed, Lyell went even 
further than Hutton in assuming the 

strict uniformity of geological rates. 


Barren years 


By the mid-nineteenth century, 
uniformitarianism had been adopted by 
the majority of geologists. There was some 
opposition to the new geological theories 
from a group of naturalists and clergymen 
who became known as the Scriptural (or 
Mosaic) geologists. 

Largely overlooked by modern 
historians, they defended Genesis 1-1] as a 
reliable historical account, including Noah’s 
Flood as a unique global catastrophe, and 
challenged the idea of long geological 
ages (Mortensen 2003). However, they 
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were effectively marginalised by the 
geological community of their day. 

The next fifty years were barren 
ones for ‘Flood geology’. But in the early 
twentieth century, a challenge to the 
geological consensus came from a 
surprising source. George McCready 
Price (1870-1963) was a Seventh-Day 
Adventist and prolific author on 
science and the Bible. 

He set out fo revive the idea that 
the fossil-bearing portion of the geological 
record was a testimony to Noah's Flood. 
His magnum opus was The new geology 
(Pacific Press, 1923), a 726-page textbook 
on Flood geology. 

One of Price's students at Pacific 
Union College in Angwin, California, was 
Harold W. Clark (1891-1983). Clark went on 
to publish two books of his own on Flood 
geology, The new diluvialism (Science 
Publications, 1946) and Fossils, flood, 
and fire (Outdoor Pictures, 1968). However, 
Price and Clark did not see eye to eye 
on a number of geological issues — 
differences of opinion that have continued 
to resonate in the creationist community 
to the present day. 

Other lonely voices for Flood 
geology during the early to middle part of 
the twentieth century were Clifford Burdick 
(1894-1992), a consulting geologist; Byron 
C. Nelson (1893-1972), a Lutheran minister 
and author of The deluge story in stone 
(Augsburg, 1931); and Alfred M. Rehwinkel 
(1887-1979), a professor at Concordia 
Seminary who published a book in 1951 
entitled The Flood in the light of the Bible, 
geology, and archaeology (Concordia). 


The Genesis Flood 


In 1943, a young scientist called Henry M. 
Morris (1918-2006) came across George 
McCready Price’s name in a book and 
looked up The new geology in the library 
of the institution where he was teaching 
at the time (Morris 1993, p.88). 

Morris was a Baptist with a 
doctorate in hydraulic engineering 
from the University of Minnesota, and 
deeply interested in issues of science 
and faith. Price’s book was to have an 
enormous influence upon him, for he soon 


abandoned his efforts to harmonise the 
Bible with old earth thinking. 

Ten years later, in September 1953, 
Morris visited Grace Theological Seminary 
in Winona Lake, Indiana, to present a 
paper to a meeting of the American 
Scientific Affiliation, an organisation for 
Christians in the sciences. 

His subject was ‘Biblical evidence 
for a recent creation and universal 
deluge.’ Present at the meeting was John 
C. Whitcomb (b.1924), a lecturer in Old 
Testament at the seminary. 

Whitcomb was so inspired 
by Morris’ lecture that he devoted 
four years to the writing of a doctoral 
dissertation entitled ‘The Genesis Flood: 
An investigation of its geographical extent, 
geological effects, and chronological 
setting’, which he completed in 1957 
(Whitcomb 2006). 

As a result of this providential 
meeting, the two men became friends. 

In due course they agreed to work together 
on the book that eventually became 7he 
Genesis Flood. 

They decided that a project of 
this kind required the perspectives of 
both a scientist and a theologian. During 
the writing process, they also co-opted 
21 scientists, nine theologians and two 
grammarians to review all or part of 
their manuscript. 

The book was finally published 
by Presbyterian and Reformed in 
February 1961, although Whitcomb and 
Morris probably had little inkling of the 
extraordinary impact it would have on the 
evangelical world. 

Looking back today, one cannot 
help but be impressed by the courage of 
these two men. This was a lonely time to 
be a creationist and there were virtually 
no resources to help. Yet Whitcomb and 
Morris were prepared to swim against 
the tide, at potentially great cost to 
their academic careers and personal 
reputations. 

Following its publication, reviews 
of The Genesis Flood appeared in a 
number of periodicals, although it was 
mostly ignored by the secular media 
and mainstream scientific community. 





Mixed reactions 

In the Christian world, reactions ranged 
from fulsome praise to outright hostility. 

An article by the Dutch Reformed geologist 
J. R. van de Fliert in the Journal of the 
American Scientific Affiliation attacked the 
book as pseudoscience (van de Fliert 1969). 
But The Genesis Flood was widely read 

in evangelical circles and proved 
enormously influential. 

Much to the dismay of its critics, 
it helped to spark a global revival of 
creationism, with new movements being 
established in many countries.' One recent 
book attacking Flood geology has referred 
to the ‘stunning and baffling explosion’ 
of young-age creationism in the second 
half of the twentieth century (Young and 
Stearley 2008, p.21). 

One of the first of the new 
creationist organisations was the Creation 
Research Society (CRS), established by 
Henry Morris and nine others in 1963. It 
was founded partly as a reaction to the 
perceived capitulation of the American 
Scientific Affiliation to theistic evolution. The 
CRS continues to disseminate the research 
of its members through a quarterly journal.” 

In 1969, Morris resigned from 
his departmental position at the Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and a year later 
helped to found Christian Heritage 
College (now San Diego Christian College) 
in Santee, California. This was to lead 
to the establishment of the Institute for 
Creation Research (ICR), which began as 
the research division of Christian Heritage 
College, but became independent in 1972. 

Morris served as the president 
of ICR until his retirement in 1996. During 
his presidency, Henry Morris, with his 
biochemist colleague Dr Duane Gish, 
engaged evolutionists in hundreds of 
public debates on university campuses 
across the United States, and occasionally 
further afield. 


Inspiration 

Since its first appearance, The Genesis 
Flood has been reprinted 29 times and 
sold more than 260,000 copies in English. 
Translations into German, Spanish and 
Korean have also been undertaken. 


Two sequels by John Whitcomb, 
The early earth (Baker, 1972) and The world 
that perished (Baker, 1973), expanded 
on the arguments of 7he Genesis Flood 
and addressed some of the earlier 
published criticisms. 

The pioneering work of Whitcomb 
and Morris also inspired a new generation 
of creationists to gain degrees in 
relevant fields and to get involved in 
research. Steven Austin graduated from 
Pennsylvania State University in 1979 with 
a PhD for his studies on a coal bed in 
western Kentucky. 

He soon joined the staff at ICR, 
and has become well known for his field 
research at Mount St Helens and in the 
Grand Canyon. 

Kurt Wise gained his PhD in 
invertebrate palaeontology in 1989 from 
Harvard University, where he studied 
under the leading evolutionist, Stephen 
Jay Gould. 

He subsequently established 
the Center for Origins Research at Bryan 
College in Dayton, Tennessee, which 
has become the world’s leading hub for 
biological research in creationism.° 

In Australia, Andrew Snelling was 
awarded his doctorate in geology by the 
University of Sydney for research on the 
Koongara uranium deposit in the Northern 
Territories. After six years working as a field 
and mine geologist, he entered full-time 
creationist ministry and currently serves 
as Director of Research with Answers in 
Genesis (USA). 

Research into Flood geology also 
continues to be supported within Adventist 
circles. The Geoscience Research Institute, 
located on the campus of Loma Linda 
University, was actually founded in 
1958, before the publication of The 
Genesis Flood. 

Its staff continue to study the 
scientific evidence concerning origins from 
a creationist perspective, and publish a 
scholarly journal, Origins, which reports 
research from the earth sciences and 
other fields.* 


Evaluation 


How should we evaluate The Genesis 


Flood, fifty years on? Here are a 
few thoughts. 

One of the book's greatest strengths 
is the way in which it carefully sets out the 
biblical case for the universality of the Flood. 
Its first chapter addresses basic arguments 
(the depth and duration of the Flood, the 
size and necessity of the ark, the testimony 
of the apostle Peter and the total destruction 
of a widely distributed human race). 

Chapters two and three deal with 
objections to an anthropologically universal 
Flood and efforts to harmonise the Flood 
account with conventional geology (such 
as the local and tranquil Flood theories). 

Although some of the arguments 
are stronger than others (Clough 1968), 
the overall case has stood the test of time 
and is one of the book's most enduring 
legacies. Indeed very few have even 
tried to refute the points Whitcomb and 
Morris made. 

Modern opponents of creationism 
often ignore the flood,° even though 
it is crucial to any assessment of the 
compatibility of evolution with the Bible. 
Today there is a need to re-emphasise the 
arguments set out in The Genesis Flood 
and to develop them further. 

One area that would repay close 
attention is the pivotal role that the Flood 
plays in the overall biblical storyline as a 
counterpart to the Second Coming.® 

The book also helpfully focuses on 
the geological implications of the biblical 
account, drawing the reader's attention 
to some important scientific observations. 
In chapters four and five it highlights the 
inadequacy of the uniformitarian principle 
(‘the present is the key to the past’) to 
explain the record in the rocks. 

The authors point to the 
extraordinary extent of the sedimentary 
rock layers, the pervasive evidence of 
catastrophism and remarkable fossil 
graveyards that document the death, 
burial and preservation of millions 
of fossil organisms. 

These data suggest processes 
operating on a scale and at rates unlike 
those of the present day, and remain an 
important part of the overall scientific case 
for Flood geology. 
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Synthesis 

But most significantly, The Genesis Flood 
represents an ambitious attempt to 
construct a comprehensive and innovative 
synthesis of the biblical and scientific data. 
Reviewing the book's impact, Don Carson 
(1980) pointed out, ‘For the first time in 
years, creationists were not poking away 
at isolated problems and scoring points in 
narrow areas of conflict.’ Rather, there was 
an effort to build a wide-ranging model that 
could operate as an alternative framework 
for interpreting the scientific data. 

Of course progress was limited at 
first because the right range of experts and 
the required research structures were not 
in place, but that does not take away from 
the fact that Whitcomb and Morris were 
sufficiently far sighted to recognise the 
need for this kind of work. 

There is an important lesson for us 
today. Too offen creationism lapses into 
mere anti-evolutionism; becomes negative 
rather than positive; tears down but fails to 
build up. We can learn from the vision and 
ambition of The Genesis Flood by focusing 
our efforts on building an overarching 
model of the Flood with robust theological 
and scientific foundations. Whitcomb and 
Morris pointed the way. 

Like any book dealing with 
scientific matters, some of the arguments 
in The Genesis Flood have had to be 
reconsidered based on further study. The 
book was published before the theory of 
plate tectonics revolutionised the earth 
sciences in the late 1960s, which means 
that much of its geology is out of date. 
Here are five other areas in which The 
Genesis Flood has needed reassessment. 


Fossil order 


One of the areas of contention between 
George McCready Price and Harold Clark 
concerned the sequence of rocks and 
fossils (often summarised in textbooks as 
‘the geological column’). Price argued that 
this sequence was an artificial construct 
based on the assumption of evolution. 

But Clark was persuaded that there 
really was a consistent sequence, and 
sought to explain the order of the fossils 
as the order in which different ecosystems 
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were inundated and buried during 
the Flood. 

Whitcomb and Morris (1961, 
pp.270-288) questioned whether the order 
of the fossils was as consistent as most 
geologists had assumed, but appealed to 
the ecological zones of the pre-Flood world 
as one explanation of any order that 
did exist. 

Today there is still debate within 
creationism about these matters, although 
it is probably fair to say that most of the 
creationist geologists with field experience 
have sided with Clark. 


Sequence 


One of the arguments marshalled by 
Whitcomb and Morris (1961, pp.180-200) 
against the geological column concerned 
places where the rock layers were found in 
the ‘wrong order’. 

Conventional geologists attributed 
these ‘out of order’ layers to earth 
movements, in which faults or slides 
have displaced older rocks over the 
top of younger rocks. The arguments of 
Whitcomb and Morris notwithstanding, 
close inspection leaves little doubt that 
these ‘out of order’ sequences were truly 
caused by earth movements and cannot 
be considered exceptions to the geological 
column (Wise 1986). 

The Flood geologist should not 
be discouraged by this, however, for it is 
virtually impossible to explain how such 
extraordinary movements occurred unless 
rapidly and catastrophically. 

Recent studies suggest that the 
Heart Mountain Slide of Wyoming (one of 
the examples discussed in The Genesis 
Flood) must have moved 45 km down a 2° 
slope in a single cataclysmic event (Anders 
et al. 2010). 


Misplaced fossils 


Another argument used by Whitcomb 
and Morris (1961, pp.172-176) against the 
geological column was the phenomenon 
of ‘misplaced’ fossils. 

Specifically, they referred to the 
alleged discovery of human footprints 
alongside those of dinosaurs in the 
bed of the Paluxy River in Texas. But 


subsequent investigations by creationists 
(Neufeld 1975) and evolutionists (Milne and 
Schafersman 1983) have shown that the 
so-called human tracks are a combination 
of misidentified dinosaur tracks, random 
erosional marks and carvings made 
during the Great Depression. 

Consequently the Institute for 
Creation Research stopped promoting the 
Paluxy ‘man tracks’ long ago (Morris 1986), 
although they still crop up in some popular 
books, articles and websites. 


Vapour canopy 


Whitcomb and Morris (1961, pp.255-258) 
suggested that the rain during the Flood 
might have come from the collapse of a 
vapour canopy that surrounded the earth 
before the deluge. 

They identified this canopy with the 
‘waters above the firmament’ described in 
Genesis 1:7. However, biblical and scientific 
problems with the canopy theory have 
since caused many creationist researchers 
to abandon this idea. 

Computer models have shown that 
any canopy able to hold enough water 
for forty days and nights of rain would 
have raised temperatures on the earth's 
surface to such an extent that life could not 
have survived (Rush and Vardiman 1990; 
Vardiman and Bousselot 1998; Vardiman 
2003). 

Itis also noteworthy that the writer 
of Psalm 148:1-4 refers to ‘the waters 
above’ long after the Flood, which implies 
that they cannot have constituted a canopy 
that collapsed in the days of Noah. 


Rock record 


Another proposal by Whitcomb and Morris 
(1961, pp.288-326) was that the Flood 
was responsible for essentially all the 
fossil-bearing sedimentary rocks in the 
geological record, with the exception of 
the ice age deposits which were laid 
down immediately after the Flood. 
Today, while most creationists 
agree that much of the rock record is 
from the Flood, there are many different 
opinions about precisely where the 
beginning and the end of the Flood are 
located in the geological record. 





In all likelihood, some of the 
uppermost layers of the geological column 
were deposited over a period of decades 
to centuries, between the end of the Flood 
and the beginning of the ice age. 

Similar debates take place 
concerning which rocks mark the 
beginning of the Flood, especially since 
well-preserved fossils have now been 
discovered lower down in the rock record. 


Scientific models 


These areas of reassessment remind us 
that we do not rest our faith in the details of 
scientific arguments. Nevertheless, we do 
recognise the power of scientific models. 

The work of Whitcomb and 
Morris had such an extraordinary 
impact, precisely because they were not 
content merely to point out problems 
in uniformitarian geology. Instead, they 
wanted to develop their own scientific 
model in the light of the biblical Flood. 

That was the right approach. 
Criticising someone else’s theory is nearly 
always easier than coming up with your 
own, but it almost always has less impact 
in the long run. 

Since the 1960s, many creationists 
have followed Whitcomb and Morris in 
reinterpreting the geological record in the 
light of the biblical Flood. Several scientific 
models of the Flood have been proposed, 
the most promising of which is known as 
Catastrophic Plate Tectonics (Austin ef 
al. 1994). 

This model explains how the earth 
came to be inundated with water when 
the continents rapidly separated during 
the Flood. It also leads naturally to an 
explanation of the ice age. 

The sea floor upheaval associated 
with this episode of catastrophic tectonics 
would have caused the temperature of the 
oceans to be raised significantly. 

Research has shown that this 
would have generated heavy snowfall 
after the Flood, leading to the rapid build 
up of continental ice sheets (Oard 1990). 
Progress has also been made in some of 
the ‘problem areas’ for biblical geology 
discussed by Whitcomb and Morris (1961, 
pp.331-453). 


Further research 


Consider, for example, the multi-million 
year ages of rocks and minerals based 
on radioactive decay. An in-depth study 
by creationist researchers found evidence 
suggesting that decay rates had been 
accelerated during the Flood, thus inflating 
the true age of these geological materials 
(Vardiman ef a/. 2005). 

Significant work has also been 
done on rock formations that seem 
to imply slow deposition, such as reef 
limestones (Whitmore 2009) and fossil 
forests (Coffin 1997). There have been 
studies of the rapid origin of metamorphic 
rocks (Snelling 1994a; Snelling 1994b) 
and large igneous bodies (Snelling and 
Woodmorappe 1998). There have even 
been efforts to reconstruct what the world 
was like before the Flood, based on careful 
studies of the fossil record (Wise 2003a; 
Wise 2003b). 

That is not to suggest that all 
the problems have been resolved. Far 
from it. The Genesis Flood proposed a 
framework in which these questions might 
be addressed rather than answering all of 
them; and much more research remains 
to be done. 

For instance, | am currently working 
with two colleagues on a study of a rock 
layer found in the Grand Canyon and 
across central and northern Arizona. This 
sandstone has been used to challenge 
Flood geology, because it is usually 
interpreted as the product of the slow 
accumulation of windblown dunes in 
an arid desert. But we have discovered 
a great deal of evidence that it was laid 
down rapidly underwater (Morris 2010). 

Research of this kind is invaluable 
in continuing to build and strengthen the 
Flood model of geology. 


The future 


What does the future hold for creationist 
geology? There are some causes for 
optimism. In 2008 there was the formation 
of the Creation Geology Society (CGS), a 
professional body for creationists in the 
earth sciences. 

The society’s board is comprised 
of seven creationists, all with doctoral 


degrees in the earth sciences. The 
society holds an annual conference and 
the proceedings are available on the 
Cedarville University website.” 

This is a significant development 
because it offers a forum for the kind of 
professional interaction that needs to takes 
place as Flood geology matures as a 
discipline. 

Furthermore, Flood geologists are 
increasingly seeking engagement with the 
conventional scientific community through 
mainstream meetings and publications. 
Creationists regularly participate in the 
annual conferences of the Geological 
Society of America, and have even led 
GSA field trips to sites of geological interest 
(Austin 2009). 

Where possible, they try to publish 
the results of their research in standard 
geological journals. One example is the 
work of creationist Leonard Brand and his 
colleagues on the remarkable preservation 
of fossil whales in Peru. This research even 
made the cover of Geo/ogy, one of the 
leading journals in that field (Brand et 
al. 2004). 

There is, of course, a pressing 
need to train the next generation. An 
exciting development in this regard is the 
recent launch of an undergraduate degree 
majoring in geology at Cedarville University 
in Ohio.® Cedarville is a Baptist college with 
a commitment to biblical creationism. 

The geology course, led by Dr John 
Whitmore, will teach students both the 
naturalistic and young-age perspectives 
on earth history, and will emphasise 
rigorous coursework and hands-on 
field experience. It has the potential to 
become an important source of 
creationist geologists of the future. 

Finally, in 2009, the long awaited 
update and revision of The Genesis 
Flood was published (Snelling 2009). Its 
author, Dr Andrew Snelling, is one of the 
world’s leading creationist geologists and 
was personally commissioned by Henry 
Morris some years ago to undertake the 
assignment. 

Entitled Earth's catastrophic past 
(ICR: ISBN: 978-0-932766-94-6), this 
massive two-volume work expands upon 
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and significantly revises the original book, 
upon which it was based. For today’s 
reader it offers a modern creationist 
approach to the science of geology. 


Conclusion 


There is little doubt that the worldwide 
revival of creationism in the latter half of 
the twentieth century owed a great deal to 
the publication of The Genesis Flood and 
the remarkable vision of its authors, John 
Whitcomb and Henry Morris. 

This one book has done so 
much to cause Christians to reconsider 
the biblical teaching about the Flood 
and its implications for our scientific 
understanding of earth history. Since the 
book's first appearance, much progress 
has been made in building upon the 
foundations that it laid. 

Encouraging progress can be 
perceived even in areas that might first 
have appeared intractably problematic. 
These advances ought to give us 
confidence that ongoing research will yield 
further significant insights. 

Of course, not all the scientific 
arguments in The Genesis Flood have 
stood the test of time and some have 
had to be updated or abandoned. We 
must always be aware of the dangers of 
fossilised creationism! 

Nevertheless, the Flood geology 
model shows great promise and a new 
generation of creationist scholars is 
urgently needed to develop the biblical 
and scientific arguments further. Our 
challenge is to encourage and nurture that 
new generation. @ 


Paul Garner is a Fellow of the Geological 
Society of London and a Researcher and 
Lecturer with Biblical Creation Ministries 
(www. biblicalcreationministries. org. uk). 


Footnotes 





' Among them the UK‘s Biblical Creation 
Society: http://www.biblicalcreation.org.uk 


2 http://www.creationresearch.org 


3 http://www.bryancore.org 
4 htto://www.grisda.org 


For instance, Alexander (2008) barely 
mentions the Flood. 
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® See for instance Lloyd (2009). 

7 http://www.cedarville.edu/event/geology 

8 http://www.cedarville.edu/Academics/ 
Science-and-Mathematics/Geology.aspx 
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Darwin, Dogs and Species 





Dr Stephen Hayes 


Charles Darwin's 1859 book The Origin of 
Species’ is perhaps one of the most world 
changing books ever written. Among 

the famous people who said it helped 
convert them to atheism are TV personality 
and polemicist Richard Dawkins, and 
Russian communist leader Joseph Stalin 
(1). Darwin’s head is on the English £10 
note and a £2 coin and he is so revered 
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by the establishment that public criticism 
of him is generally frowned on. It comes 
as a surprise then to discover that his 
celebrated book fails to do what it says on 
the label, saying nothing about origins and 
not even defining what a species is. 


The Species Envelope 


This essay considers the issue of what 











could be called the ‘species envelope’, 

a genomically determined barrier within 
which much variation may be possible but 
beyond which the genome is not observed 
to progress. This envelope must not exist, 
or at least must be highly porous for 
Darwinian evolution to be true. But nature 
teaches us it does exist and, although its 
precise limits-whether we call it a genus, 
family or biblical kind or baramin, may 

be hard to define, it is by all observations 
impassable. Dogs remain dogs. For the 
purpose of this reflection, | consider what 
dog breeding has taught us in recent times 
about species limits. 

Darwin specifically states that he 
has nothing to say about origins, (indeed, 
a common riposte to a sceptic’s request 
for a realistic un-designed origin of life 
scenario is ‘evolution is nothing to do with 
the origin of life’|. OK, so Darwin simply 
assumed the existence of a common 
ancestor ‘of which’as he wrote ‘we know 
nothing’ and teed off from that imagined 
point. Let's for the sake of argument accept 
this, but given the book’s bold title, how do 
we excuse its failure to describe the origin 
of even one species? Harder still, a sceptic 
might think, to understand him backing 
away from even defining what a species 
is-but that is exactly what he does. 


So what is a species? 


Darwin opens the chapter in Origin of 
Species on ‘Variation under Nature’ by 
discussing what we mean by a species, 
but declines to offer a definition. He states 
that ‘.in determining whether a form 
should be ranked as a species or a variety, 
the opinion of naturalists having sound 
judgement and wide experience seems 
the only guide to follow.’\n other words, 
trust the experts-of whom, naturally, | am 
one. However, as he mentions, the experts 
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do not always agree. And who defines the 
experts ‘having sound judgment’? They 
define each other as knowledgeable by 
mutual consent-it's called peer review. 
We're experts, trust us. 


Variety? Species? Whatever! 


He suggests that some varieties may 
become so different from their parent 
species as to become an ‘incipient 
species’. But what does Darwin mean 

by this term? He could not, or would not, 
give us a falsifiable definition of what was 
meant by the term species, so when does 
a variety become an ‘incipient species’? 
Darwin blurs the distinction, writing “../ 
look at the term species as one arbitrarily 
given for the sake of convenience to a 

set of individuals closely resembling one 
another, it does not essentially differ from 
the term variety.’This blurring of definitions 
was central to his idea that there are no 
insurmountable barriers preventing a 
putative single celled common ancestor 
becoming ‘via innumerable accumulated 
small changes’ an elephant, a whale 
shark, an eagle, or a man. This is 

more important than a mere pedantic 
dispute about the meaning of words, it’s 
about falsifiability, or more to the point 
untalsifiability-for if we cannot say for sure 
what is a species and what is merely a 
variety, nobody can say that species do not 
evolve into new, entirely different species. 





- 
King Charles Spaniel. 
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Which is Darwin’‘s primary assertion, and | 
would assert the essential deception at the 
heart of his argument. 

He also writes 7# need not be 
supposed that all varieties or incipient 
species necessarily attain the rank of 
species. They may whilst in the incipient 
state become extinct, or they may endure 
as varieties for very long periods... Ifa 
variety were to flourish so as to exceed 
in numbers the parent species, it would 
rank as the species, and the species as 
the variety; or it might come to supplant 
and exterminate the parent species, or 
both might co-exist, and both rank as 
independent species.’ All rather vague 
and flexible, and hard to pin down and 
test. However, science rescues us from 
speculation, for we can study the limits of 
actual species here in the real world, away 
from the world of Darwin’s imaginings. 
Having laid out this essential ground 
work, let us consider dogs. 
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[Darwin] supposed 
that progress ... 
could proceed 
without limit... 
entirely new features 
could appear... 
Direct observation 
fails to support 

any of this. 


How many species of dog exist? 


Species such as dogs, apples and humans 
have many varieties. They may be quite 
different in size, colour, habit and other 
characteristics. Some varieties within a 
species may no longer breed together 
naturally. However, if individuals can 
produce fertile young with each other, 
even by artificial insemination, then they 





are of one species. This is a practical and 
realistic definition, however poorly it serves 
the evolutionists purpose. It is generally 
accepted that domestic dogs have been 
bred from wild dogs, including wolves. 
A Jack Russell terrier is a member of the 
dog species, as is a Rottweiler, although 
very different varieties (Darwin would 
presumably call them ‘incipient species’). 
Vij Sodera’s book ‘One Small Speck to Man: 
the Evolution Myth’ (2) cites a successful 
mating between the above two varieties, 
proving they are not distinct species. 
Sodera suggests that if they were only 
known by their fossils, Great Danes and 
Pekinese dogs would be confidently-and 
wrongly-classified as different species. 
Dogs, like apples and people, 
vary considerably but are essentially one 
species, because they can breed with 
each other but not outside their genetic 
envelope. This is shown effectively by 
human breeders attempting to push 
the boundaries, something Darwin 
wrote about but on which he came to 
conclusions which were not justified 
by his observations. He knew that 
selective breeding could push some 
dog characteristics, ability to scent prey 
for example, in certain directions, but in 
using this ‘Variation under domesticity’ as 
evidence for his evolutionary hypothesis, 
he made three grave errors. He supposed 
that progress in this or that direction could 
proceed without limit, and also that natural 
selection (given millions of years) would 
do immeasurably more’than human 
selection. He also imagined that entirely 
new features could appear de novo (such 
as a mouse developing echolocation and 
wings to become a bat). Direct observation 
fails to support any of this. 


Hopeless monsters? 


A BBC documentary “Pedigree dogs 
exposed”, shown Tuesday 19th August 
2008, expressed concern about animal 
suffering said to have occurred due to 
dog breeder's attempts to produce certain 
desirable features in dogs, whether for 
show purposes or pets. The example 

of King Charles spaniels with their ‘big, 
dewy eyes’ was used. These dogs’ pretty 
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faces were achieved by purposeful 
breeding of the kind that Darwin built 

so much of his case on. But it came at a 
high price. These dogs had unnaturally 
short cranial cavities, and consequently 
suffered from a condition of the brain 
called syringomyelia, causing many dogs 
a short life and a painful death. One owner 
had spent thousands on surgery, but her 
beloved dog died anyway. The breeder 
had manipulated the dog’s genes to alter 
the skull, but the brain had remained the 
same, so it was squeezed, causing terrible 
headaches, convulsions and death. 


The heavy cost of mutation 


It is not just syringomyelia: mitral valve 
heart disease afflicts over half of all 
Cavalier King Charles spaniels by the 

age of 5 years and nearly all the age 

of 10. These are genetically unhealthy 
animals; much less fit than mongrels- 

the dogs that exist in a natural state and 
to which the offspring of pedigree dogs 
revert if the breeder’s guiding hand is 
withdrawn. Other examples could be 
multiplied, such as Labradors which suffer 
arthritis, miniature dogs whose pelvis is so 
unnaturally shaped they need Caesarean 
section, show dogs bred to have so much 
hair that they overheat, and others whose 
faces are so constricted that they can 
hardly breathe. We see the same with 





apples, about which as a grower | know 

a little (3) where thousands of years of 
purposeful selective breeding across the 
world have given us many thousands of 
varieties but still essentially one species. 
No pip ever grew into a fruit that was not 
an apple, and here also there seems to be 
a trade off between flavour, cropping and 
disease resistance. 

Darwin’s assumption that there 
was no impassable barrier between 
species is not borne out by observation. 
Critically, millions of years do not help since 
purposeful human breeding is observed 
to achieve variation away from the point 
of origin farther and faster than natural 
selection (which tends to be conservative, 
as Darwin acknowledged in his comments 
about ‘roguing’ by plant and animal 
breeders). Breeding pushes the species 
envelope harder and faster, but only 
succeeds in reaching the limits sooner. 

If a road is blocked, a man in a fast car will 
discover this sooner than one on a bicycle, 
but it is still blocked. Darwin‘s central idea 
fails at the test. Evolutionists put their trust 
in a ‘Darwin of the gaps’ to bridge the gap 
between their speculations about what 
‘could have’ happened in the distant 

past and what can be observed today. 

Regarding the ethics of dog 
breeding: there is a creation mandate 
to use nature to serve human needs, 
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including (for example) sled dogs, hearing 
dogs for the deaf and guide dogs for the 
blind. We must do such things ethically- 
the righteous man cares for the life of 

his beast. But our concern here is not 
with the rights and wrongs of animal 
breeding. The point here is that the 
manifest, manifold genetic deformities the 
dogs displayed in the BBC documentary 
(4) point to genetically determined limits 
which breeders can explore but not pass. 
For a dog to become some other kind of 
animal, or a reptile to evolve into a bird, 
everything about the animal needs to 
change simultaneously and in perfect 
harmony. And this must happen in a way 
that confers selective benefit on the whole 
organism at every step. The example of 
fatal brain disease arising in the King 
Charles spaniels because the shape 

of the skull cavity changed while the brain 
does not, gives just a hint of the size of 
this problem for evolution. The dogs would 
have been fine if their brains had changed 
to match the changed skull, but why on 
earth would they? Brain and skull are 
coded for separately and would change, 
if at all, independently. How much worse 
does this problem get if we consider, 

for example, all the changes that would 
have to happen to get from a fish to 

an amphibian? 

Central to Darwin’s case was his 
belief that natural selection acting on 
naturally occurring variations could take 
evolving animals and plants through the 
species envelope and get from a common 
ancestor to a praying mantis, a lizard, a 
giraffe and to humans. It is not true. You 
can not. This little doggy just told me. @ 


BBC TV Tuesday 19th August 2008 
Montefiore, S.S. (2007) Young Stalin: 
Weidenfeld & Nicolson 


Sodera, V. (2003) 

One Small Speck to Man: 
the Evolution Myth 

UK: Vij Sodera Productions 


WWW http://www. fruitwise.net 
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How big 


WadS 


Noah's Ark? 





Hans Degens 


During conversations about the Ark we will 
often be confronted with two questions: 
“Do you really believe that Noah‘s Ark 1) 
did exist and 2) could accommodate all 
the animals?” 

It is clear that evolutionists answer 
these two questions with a negative and 
look at you with a sort of ‘I feel so sorry for 
you’ gaze. How could you have been so 
brain-washed to believe in the existence 
of the Ark? For Christians, however, and 
in particular those who believe in a 
6-day creation and a worldwide flood 
as described in Genesis, the answer is 
a resounding ‘YES.’ The creationist case 
would be strengthened significantly if there 
was an unequivocal find of the remains of 
Noah's Ark and it is therefore not surprising 
that many expeditions to find the Ark have 
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How could you 
have been so 
brain-washed 
to believe in the 
existence of 
the Ark? 


taken place. The outcome has always 
been controversial. In April 2010 ‘Noah's 
Ark Ministries International’ claimed they 





found the remains of the Ark on Mount 
Ararat in Turkey during an expedition in 
2007 (http://www.noahsarksearch.net/ 
eng/). The structure was found at an 
altitude of around 4000 m and consists 

of wooden wall areas. The age of the 
wood is estimated with carbon 14 dating 
at around 4800 years, but this maybe too 
young when one considers that carbon 

14 underestimates the age of organic 
remains. In addition, the enormity of the 
structure makes it hard to believe it was 
put there as a hoax. However, before 
definite answers can be given more 
research has to be done. In my view these 
should include the unmistakable outline 
of boat, a fair indication of the dimensions 
that should be comparable with that given 
in Genesis, and clear indications that 





Exterior view of the full-size replica of the biblical Ark described in Genesis. The Ark was nearing completion when the photograph was taken. 
© www.portpictures.nl 


it cannot be the remains of an ancient 
religious site. 

The second question concerning 
the capacity of the Ark comes not only 
from evolutionists, but also from Christians. 
Maybe we are to blame ourselves for 
the recurrence of this question as in 
our Sunday-school books we create the 
impression that the Ark was a relatively 
small vessel. The Ark is often drawn as one 
that barely holds Noah and his family, an 
elephant, monkey and a giraffe, the latter 
having to stick his neck above the roof to fit 
in. The Bible, however, is clear that the Ark 
was not small and gives exact measures: 
140 m x 23 m x 3.5 m. These measures, 
however, do not immediately give an 
impression of the size of the Ark. What 
could give a better impression than a life- 


size replica? For this reason a Dutchman, 
Johan Huibers, conceived the plan to build 
a replica of the Ark. As a first stage he 
has built an Ark half the length of the real 
one and later has made a life-sized Ark. 
In the pictures of this full-sized Ark you 
can already get a clear indication of the 
size the Ark. Also within the Ark the life- 
size replicas of elephants and many other 
creatures show that the Ark could easily 
accommodate many creatures, including 
giraffes, without the need for them to stick 
out their necks. Within the Ark there are 
many displays which show evidence for 

a recent creation and design. For further 
impressions | refer to the website (http:// 
www.arkvannoach.com) of the builders 

of the Ark. | will not go into further details 
here about calculations by Whitcomb & 
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Morris (1961) and extensive studies by 
Woodmoorappe (1996) that indicate that 
the Ark was indeed more than large 
enough to accommodate all animals, 
but let the picture speak for itself. @ 
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Synthia: 


Designers Signature 





David Pearson 


Great artists, musicians and designers 
throughout history such as da Vinci, Turner, 
Elvis, Ferrari and Armani, have desired to 
have their names associated with their 
finished work. 

Most of the time the association 
is by virtue of their signature — sometimes 
highly stylised — or their image. The 
purpose is primarily to identify to the world 
that the artefact is an original, from the 
hands of the creator/designer. 

It might surprise you to discover 
that this desire to be forever associated 
with the product of our creative 
endeavours, now extends into the most 
complex areas of biological science. 

Let me explain. 

If you have been watching the 

scientific news, you may remember that 
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back in May 2010 it was announced, with 
much hyperbole, that Craig Venter had 
successfully created the worlds first fully 
synthetic cell, whose parent DNA was 
designed using software inside a modern 
digital computer. The cell that had been 
created was an entirely new species and 
was both living and reproducing. 

Once the media hype, claiming 
artificial life was now possible, had been 
stripped away and the facts revealed, it 
transpired that scientists working within 
Venter's organisations (J Craig Ventor 
Institute and Synthentic Genomics) had 
progressed from their starting point back 
in 1995; trying to identify the minimal 
subset of genes (382) that forms the 
basic operating system for Micoplasma 
genitalium, to the ability to synthesise 


the 1.2 Million base pair genome of M 
mycoides from scratch and then transplant 
into a M capricolum cell. Micoplasma 
genitalium, by the way, is an obligate 
intracellular parasite whose genome 
consists of 482 genes comprising of 582 
thousand base pairs arranged on one 
circular chromosome. 

To achieve this remarkable feat of 
biological engineering the team used 4 
chemicals within the chemical synthesis 
process and built DNA sequences 50-80 
letters long. They then had to learn how to 
put these building blocks together to create 
the finished genome. The DNA sequence 
was designed within the computer and the 
chemical synthesis process was used to 
create the sequence building blocks which 
were then joined together until the entire 
1,200,000 base pair genome had 
been assembled. 

The process was a bit like 
designing a lego building on a computer, 
making the bricks and then assembling 
the bricks into a finished building. 

The new synthetic cell M 
laboratorium — dubbed Synthia — is 
the result of many years of painstaking 
research, much creativity in problem 
solving and process development, and 
no doubt vast amounts of money. It is 
Venter's belief that this new ‘genomics bio 
technology’ will pave the way for huge 
leaps in the treatment of disease and 
provide the solution for the worlds thirst 
for ever increasing amounts of energy. 

There is, however, one intriguing 
feature of this new synthetic cell and it 
relates back to my initial observations. 

The scientists who built ‘Synthia’ 
each have their names encoded into 
the chromosome, forever associating 
them with this hugely significant moment 
in biological history. The purpose of 


this encoding was described as a 
watermarking of the code so that 

the synthetic cell could be positively 
distinguished from the natural cell. This 
watermarking also includes a coded 
website, a mechanism for translating 
the alphabet and several quotations. 
The inclusion of names are surely also 
to enable the traceability of the genome 
back to its creators and to add their names 
into the history books giving them the 
satisfaction of being remembered and 
revered long after their mortal remains 
have returned to the dust of the earth. 
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DNA, in and of itself 
is arguably the 
signature of a 
creator God who 
defines himself 

as ‘The Word’. 


| can’t help but identify parallels between 
the desires of these men to create life 
and sign their names to the design (or 
was it more accurately plagiarism of 
the template? ) with ‘The’ designer and 
originator of all created life. This is The, 
‘God’, who made us and intended us to 
be his image bearers and who can 
rightfully stamp his signature on all of 
his creation and within every one of us. 

DNA, in and of itself is arguably the 
signature of a creator God who defines 
himself as ‘The Word’. 

The engineering elegance of the 
code for life, its power as a descriptive 


Origins 55 | 17 


language, its mechanisms for error 
correction and storage are surely 
testament enough to the supreme 
designer and serve as the signature 
of the originator. 

The biological complexities and 
obstacles that Venter has had to overcome 
have left him with new insights into the 
dynamic nature of living organisms. 
However, these new insights have 
not eroded his belief in evolution. His 
discoveries have only served to make 
him consider whether the mechanism of 
evolution i.e. that of random mutations 
within the genes is outweighed by the 
wholescale transplantation of an entire 
new chromosome across the species 
boundaries, thereby creating faster and 
more dynamic evolutionary changes. 

Venter and his team are merely 
following in the footsteps and discovering 
only a minute portion of the Great 
Designers creation. They have proved 
nothing of evolution but only reinforced 
the fact that it takes great intellect and 
creativity to design life for a purpose and 
that in order to make new life you have to 
start with extant life. 


David Pearson is the Arrival Management 
expert at NATS Lid (National Air traffic 
Services) where he holds the role of an 
Asset Design Authority for the Arrival 
Management System. He and his family 
attend Netley Christian Fellowship 

in Southampton. 
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Creation or evolution: 
do we have to choose? 





Anthony Smith 


This question (also the title of a recent 
book by Denis Alexander) is one over 
which evangelical Christians often sharply 
disagree. Some (“young-earth creationists’) 
maintain that the Bible makes it crystal 
clear that life, the Universe and everything 
have had their beginning within the past 
few thousand years. Others (“theistic 
evolutionists”) are less willing to overthrow 
the overwhelming scientific consensus, 
being convinced that the Bible, when 
interpreted correctly, is perfectly compatible 
with an evolutionary origin of all that there 
is, over billions of years. 

Sadly, with such widely separated 
and strongly held convictions, the 
church often responds with immaturity. 
Rival factions are formed, each with its 
own societies, meetings, books and 
magazines, which exist to strengthen the 
conviction of their constituents that those 


on the other side are not only wrong 

but obviously and dangerously wrong. 
Encounters are generally heated and 
unproductive, with one side viewing the 
other as compromisers on the verge of 
unbelief and the other reciprocating with 
embarrassment and frustration at how 
these simpletons are making the faith look 
ridiculous. In the midst of this, those of a 
more conciliatory disposition do their level 
best to avoid the issue altogether. 

It was under this same question 
that some 60 or 70 people crammed into 
a small church building in Brighton! on 
Saturday 15 May 2010, to try something 
more constructive, as Calvary Evangelical 
Church hosted a debate on the subject of 
creation and evolution. What took place 
was a robust yet measured and respectful 
discussion between two brothers in 
Christ, with the audience heeding the 


encouragement of the chair for the 
evening, Prof. Richard Vincent, to approach 
this enormous subject with grace and 
great humility. 

First to present his case, after the 
toss of a coin, was young-earth creationist 
Dr Steve Lloyd, formerly a researcher in 
materials science at Cambridge University, 
and now a pastor at Hope Church in 
Gravesend and a part-time speaker and 
writer for Biblical Creation Ministries. Rather 
than focusing on the “days” of Genesis 1, 
as might have been expected, the crux 
of his 20-minute opening presentation 
was that the biblical narrative and the 
evolutionary narrative are fundamentally 
incompatible. The biblical narrative tells the 
story of a good creation, spoiled by sin and 
restored by the work of Christ. This can be 
expressed as a history of physical death: 
human physical death entered the world 





Calvary Evangelical Church, Brighton. © Calvary Evangelical Church 


as a consequence of sin, and this explains 
why Jesus, in solving the problem of sin, 
had to undergo human physical death. In 
contrast, the evolutionary narrative sees 
physical death, including human physical 
death, as part of the original created 
order, and not as a consequence of sin. 
Attempts to combine the evolutionary and 
biblical narratives therefore make it far 
from obvious how Christ's physical death 
has any connection with the problem of 
sin. Instead, the primary purpose of Christ's 
physical death and resurrection seems 
to be to usher in a new created order of 
which physical death will not be a part. 
Presenting the other side of the 
argument was theistic evolutionist Dr Ard 
Louis, a Reader in Theoretical Physics 
from the University of Oxford who has 
strong links with organisations such 
as Christians in Science, The Faraday 
Institute, The BioLlogos Foundation, and The 
Templeton Foundation. The first part of his 
presentation was on the issue of biblical 
interpretation. We must be very careful to 
distinguish what the Bible actually teaches 
from what we read into the Bible because 
of our cultural assumptions. Science, 
though not dictating how we should 
interpret the Bible, can help us to recognize 
when we have misunderstood Scripture. 
For example, many used to be convinced 
that the Bible taught geocentrism. Then, 
when science showed us that the Earth is 
not the centre of the Solar System, these 
people looked more carefully at the biblical 
text and concluded that those passages 
should have been interpreted differently. 
This process can be applied to the creation 
accounts in Genesis. There are various 
clues in the passages that they are not 
supposed to be interpreted journalistically 
(as books such as Luke’s Gospel should 
be). For example, the sun and moon are 


created on Day 4, after the creation of light 
on Day 1, and Genesis 1 displays a careful 
literary structure. The second part of the 
presentation was about science. There 
are many Christians involved in science 
who see no conflict between their Christian 
faith and their beliefs in the great antiquity 
of the earth. Moreover, there is strong 
evidence for this antiquity, such as that 
derived from ice cores. And we should not 
be afraid of ideas of deep space and time, 
which can be welcomed as displaying the 
grandeur of the glory of God. 

Following these opening 
statements, the speakers each had ten 
minutes to respond, affer which audience 
members were invited to place written 
questions in a box, which formed the basis 
for around 30 minutes of discussion, led by 
the chair. Various matters were covered, 
such as biblical interpretation, the “days” 
of Genesis, evidence for pre-historic man 
and genomics. Two further issues deserve 
some reflection. 

The first is the importance of the 
question itself. Louis made the point that 
from his perspective the “how” of creation 
is of secondary importance: the main 
teaching of Genesis is clear and doesn't 
depend on how God created. Having 
said that, the debate does have some 
importance, because many Christian 
students struggle with reconciling their faith 
with their beliefs about science. In contrast, 
for Lloyd the “how” of creation is itself of 
great importance, being, as he sees it, very 
closely connected with the core elements 
of the gospel message. This makes the 
debate difficult, as one side sees the issue 
as important for understanding the gospel 
while the other side sees it as relatively 
unimportant. 

The second issue is the way 
“ordinary” Christians respond to hearing 
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experts disagree about the Bible. How are 
they supposed to have confidence in the 
Bible if those who study it seriously can 
reach such different conclusions? This is 
not easy to deal with. But it is important 
for “ordinary” Christians to be equipped to 
interpret the Bible for themselves, so they 
can have confidence in what they believe 
and why they believe it, instead of relying 
on “experts” to interpret the Bible on 
their behalf. 

My own reflections on the two 
positions are that Lloyd presented 
some strong arguments on how we 
understand the cross of Jesus that were 
not adequately addressed, while Louis 
clearly had the upper hand scientifically, 
in that creationist models of earth history 
are very under-developed and go against 
the overwhelming consensus of Christians 
(and others) with expertise in these 
areas. But, in summary, the debate for 
me exemplified the kind of serious but 
respectful dialogue that is utterly vital if 
the church at large is to make progress 
towards unity and maturity in this area. @ 


Calvary Evangelical Church were 
pleased to host this meeting as a forum 
for exchange of views — the views of the 
speakers are entirely their own and 

not necessarily those of Calvary 
Evangelical Church. 


Source 





' http://www.anthonysmith. 
me.uk/2010/06/22/creation-or- 
evolution-do-we-have-to-choose/ 


Reproduced by kind permission of 
the author. 
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Genesis: not suitable 
for modern scientitic 


understanding? 





Stephen Lloyd 


These two books, both published in 2008, 
share similarities that extend beyond 

the first name of the author. As the titles 
suggest both authors regard the evidence 
for the evolutionary account of earth 
history to be overwhelming. Both identify 
themselves as Bible believing Christians. 
And hence both view evolution as the 
process by which God has created. Yet 
they offer two contrasting approaches to 
how that evolutionary account should be 
reconciled with the Bible. In this article 

| intend to focus on this 
contrast rather than 
provide a detailed review 
of the two books. It is a 
contrast that we need 

to understand, and, to 
an extent exploit, as we 
interact with the range 
of theistic evolutionary 
positions. 

Alexander's 
book has been reviewed 
widely and in detail.! 

He sets out a scientific 
case for the evolutionary 
account of earth history, 
particularly focussing on 
genetic evidence. This is 
combined with a lengthy 
discussion of theological 
issues such as the biblical doctrine of 
creation, Adam and Eve, and death and 
suffering. Some have expressed surprise 
(and concern) at the position Alexander 
defends as if it is a new development 

but those who have heard him speak on 
these topics for many years will find very 
little new. In fact the book is valuable for 
the way it cogently expresses in a single 
readable volume the view of many theistic 
evolutionists in the UK who would identify 
themselves conservative evangelicals. 





It certainly represents the basic position 


promoted by the organisation Christians in 


Science (in which Alexander is prominent), 
although not all its members or leaders 
would follow Alexander's line in every 
detail. 

Lamoureux's work is less familiar. 
The author is well qualified to tackle 
this subject with doctorates in dentistry, 
biology and theology. Perhaps more 
significant, however, is his own life story. 
He travelled on a path from a religious 


upbringing towards atheism, rejecting 

the Bible because he thought that science 
had shown the Bible’s account of origins 
was wrong. He was made to rethink 

his rejection of the Bible in part through 
watching Duane Gish of the Institute 

of Creation Research debate a biology 
professor, and ‘win’ (9338). Following a 
conversion experience during a period 
with the military Lamoureux felt a calling to 
be a creation scientist in Gish‘s footsteps. 
The first step was to become better 


CREATION or 
EVOLUTION 


DO WE HAVETO CHOOSE? 





‘Surely the best formed, clearest and most judsoous treatment of the question in its 
lithe that you can fied anywhere todey’ — Professor JI Pacter, Reqert Cottage, Conate 





qualified theologically — at Regent College, 
Vancouver. Gish questioned the choice 
of college and it was during Lamoureux's 
study at Regent that he moved towards the 
position set out in this book. This personal 
journey is fascinating and is recounted in 
detail in the penultimate chapter of the 
book, but it also lies behind the detailed 
argument before. In essence the book 
is an extended commentary on why 
Lamoureux moved from Gish’s ‘Creation 
Science’ to his own ‘Evolutionary Creation.’ 
Lamoureux's 
change of view did 
not come from a new 
understanding of what 
the text of the Bible 
was saying. Rather, he 
came to think that the 
text reflects an ancient 
understanding of the 
world that we should 
not expect to fit with 
our modern scientific 
understanding. He 
says, “The Holy Spirit 
inspired Scriptures make 
numerous statements 
about the structure, 
operation, and origin of 
the natural world that are 
scientifically incorrect’ 
(p166). Does this mean God lies in the 
Bible? Lamoureux responds, “God does 
NOT lie in the Bible. Rather, 
He accommodates to the level of the 
ancient writers and their readers when 
referring to nature in order to reveal as 
effectively as possible Messages of Faith” 
(p166). He has some favourite examples 
to which he repeatedly refers. Gen. 1v7 
speaks of God making the “firmament” 
(as translated in the King James Version) 
which, he argues, is an accurate 


Origins 55| 21 


(@icayolielame)a are) lice 
BYOM\Vom ale l om (ome alelesi-¥a 


Evolutionary Creation: 
ATG alaisiilolaime| 0) e)geyelea 


to evolution 


BY=inl SMO MaKe] anrelulc=10).< 
Lutterworth Press, Cambridge, 493 pp. 
S51 N eovAsee OVAL sicko bealo ne 2X10 010) 


translation of what the ancients understood 
to be a solid dome “hammered out” above 
the earth (p123). We now know there is no 
such solid structure above the earth. The 
Bible is employing ancient cosmological 
ideas that we now know are false. The 
impact of ancient cosmology is seen in 

the New Testament too. For example, 

Phil. 2v10 refers to heaven, earth and 
under earth, reflecting the ancient belief 

in a 3-tier universe made of 3 physical 
levels: the heavenly realm, the earthly 
world and the underworld. Lamoureux 
argues this cannot be quickly dismissed 
as “phenomenological language” because 
Paul (he assumes) would have believed 
the cosmos was /ifera/ly constructed in 

this 3-tiered way (pp107-109). Even Jesus 
understood the early chapters of Genesis 
as teaching real history (pp23-24), but that 
was a mistaken belief since, as Lamoureux 
states categorically later, “Adam never 
actually existed” (p319). 

Lamoureux’s thinking about Adam 
is crucial fo understand the argument that 
underpins the whole book. For example he 
says, “Genesis land 2 present the de novo 
creation of the heavens, earth, plants and 
animals. This is an ancient origins science 
with no correspondence to physical reality. 
Consistency within these first biblical 
chapters demands that this is also the case 
with the origins of humans” (p319).Using 
the same logic Lamoureux argues sin did 
not enter the world through Adam and 
there was never a “cosmic fall”, there is no 
causal connection between sin and death. 

On pp309-310 he makes the same 
argument more provocatively”: “The Bible 
makes statements about the physical 
world that are false. The mustard seed is 
not the smallest of all seeds. The earth 
is not stationary. And there is no firmament 
holding up a body of water overhead. 


Denis R. Alexander 
Monarch, Oxford, 382 pp. 
ISBN 978-1854247469 £10.99 


In particular, modern astronomy disproves 
the 3-tier universe found in passages by 
the authors of Gen 1-11, the apostle Paul 
and the Lord Jesus. But recognising that 
Scripture understands the physical world 
and its creation from an incidental ancient 
phenomenological perspective easily 
solves this problem. It is only consistent 
that biblical statements regarding the 
origin of death are also a product of this 
ancient way of conceiving physical reality. 
In other words, the entrance of mortality 
into the world, as stated in Gen 3 and then 
repeated in Rom 5 and 1 Cor 15, derives 
from an incidental ancient science. The 
implication is clear: the origin of physical 
death presented in Scripture cannot 
be true.” 

Lamoureux's book reflects years 
of study in what is a well-argued and 
insightful book that eschews simplistic 
answers. It is more theologically thought- 
through than Alexander's work. But what 
is immediately striking about his argument 
is the sheer amount of theological 
fallout he obtains from the Bible's use of 
ancient language and categories when 
describing the world. Do the examples of 
ancient scientific language he documents 
in chapter 4 really demand the radical 
theological conclusions he draws? 

Lamoureux's assumption that the 
biblical writers believed in, for example, 
a 3-tier universe is far from self-evident.> 
Were not ancient writers able to use 
metaphor in their descriptions?* Reviewing 
a different book that makes a similar 
argument Carson comments: “The much 
published line-drawing of Dickin, complete 
with foundations of the earth, pillars of the 
earth, sheol, lower and higher waters, 
and all the rest, raises interesting questions 
about how the OT writers themselves 
understood these expressions. Did they 





think of literal pillars, as the drawing 
suggests? Perhaps so — but | wonder, 
and | have my doubts.” If, in fact, the 
ancients did not understand these 
descriptions of the natural world as literally 
as Lamoureux requires his argument 
rests on a very shaky premise.° He also 
assumes the ancients did not ask the 
same questions that we do, ”...questions 
about the origin of Cain's wife or his 
potential killers probably never crossed 
the mind of the ancient writer or readers” 
(p207). Really? That assumes the ancients 
were remarkably lacking in imagination 
and curiosity. 

Lamoureux portrays the biblical 
writers (and the Spirit who inspired them) 
as locked in a cultural straight-jacket 
when it comes to their understanding of 
the natural world. Yet repeatedly the Bible 
challenges the beliefs of the surrounding 
cultures. The accounts of creation and the 
flood differ in significant ways from the 
equivalent accounts in other cultures. It will 
not do to argue it is only the theology of 
the surrounding nations that is challenged 
(p167). The theological mistakes arise 
because their account of what happened 
historically is wrong. Theology cannot be 
divorced from history. The sun and moon 
are not gods precisely because they are 
mere created objects — created after light 
itself on day 4 (Genesis 1v16). Lamoureux 
argues the flood story in Genesis 
challenges the theology of surrounding 
cultures concerning the reason for the 
flood (p220), so why cannot the biblical 
account also challenge the mistaken belief 
(in his view) that the flood was a historical 
global catastrophe? 

There is something a little 
selective about Lamoureux's appeal 
to ‘accommodation’. Why should 
accommodation to ancient beliefs only 
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apply to the early chapters of Genesis 

or descriptions of the natural world? If 
Genesis 1-1] does not in fact record real 
events, only what the ancients thought 
were real events, why should we take the 
stories of Abraham or the Exodus and 
conquest as describing historical events? 
Plenty of modern scholars deny there ever 
was a deliverance from Egypt as described 
in the Bible. But if the Exodus, for example, 
never happened there would be serious 
theological implications. In Exodus 20v2 
God defines himself, and the ethics he 
requires of his people on the basis of a 
real historical deliverance from Egypt, not 
a universally held cultural myth. The annual 
celebration of the Passover was to mark 

a real historical deliverance. 

Lamoureux anticipates the 
following objection that his reasoning 
should also apply to the gospels: “If 
statements in Scripture about the nature 
are not scientifically, historically and literally 
accurate, then neither are the miracles 
and resurrection of Jesus” (1162). His 
response is that, “first-century individuals 
were certainly capable of knowing 
whether or not water had been turned 
into wine, a paralytic had walked away, 
and a man born blind could now see.” 
Later (9374) he argues the gospels are a 
very different genre based on eyewitness 
testimony rather than “recycled ancient 
Near Eastern motifs.” The problem is that 
Lamoureux assumes the early chapters 
of Genesis cannot similarly include 
eyewitness material — was not Noah 
capable of describing the rise and fall of 
a flood? — or that God cannot provide his 
own description of what in reality occurred 
without relying on “recycled ancient motifs’. 
Literary arguments (not dissimilar to those 
applied to the early chapters of Genesis) 
have been employed to argue the gospels 
should not be read as literal history’. 

The problem of where cultural 
‘accommodation’ should stop is not 
confined to merely historical issues®. 
Lamoureux argues that the biblical writers 
believed (wrongly) that physical death 
came through sin. That is a theological 
issue as much as it is a historical one. 

As | argue elsewhere’ how one 


understands the relationship between 
death and sin affects how one 
understands the atonement. If the biblical 
writers are incapable of breaking free from 
the ancient cosmology, how could they 
break free from ancient soteriology? How 
far can we trust the theological teaching 
of the Bible about the incarnation, or the 
resurrection or the existence of Satan 

if the writers are locked into their own 
worldview? This takes us to the heart of 
why Lamoureux’s argument cannot work. 
It weakens the essential historicity of 

the Christian gospel. The life, death and 
resurrection of Jesus Christ are part of a 
larger story, a story that has no theological 
traction unless it is historical. 

The most serious problem with 
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In their differing 
ways Lamoureux 
and Alexander both 
try to make the 
Bible consistent with 
evolutionary history. 
But there is another 
option they both 
leave unexplored. 


Lamoureux's argument is what it does 
to the authority of Jesus, the apostles 
and therefore the authority of the whole 
Bible. Lamoureux is clear that, “Jesus 
and the biblical authors often refer to 
the early chapters of Genesis as a literal 
historical account” (p34). Earlier (p24) he 
says, “Clearly, Jesus employed a literal 
reading of the first chapters of Genesis... 
He appealed to the creation of the first 
humans, the marriage of Adam and Eve, 
the murder of Abel and Noah's flood.” 
Itis not a problem (if expressed 
sufficiently carefully) to suggest that the 
incarnate Jesus had limited knowledge, 





learnt in a similar way to that of any 
other first century Jew"? tt is, however, 
dangerously wrong to suggest Jesus 
taught things that were not true, and, 

in particular, that his understanding of 
scripture was defective. It cannot be that 
the Word which became flesh John 1v14) 
misunderstood the word by which we 
live (Matt. 4v4). 

Jesus’ teachings about Adam 
and Eve and the flood were not merely 
reflecting the thinking of first century 
Israel. His teaching came directly from the 
Hebrew scriptures. Similarly the apostles 
in their writings were not adopting some 
of the beliefs of their day about the nature 
and history of the cosmos. They based 
their belief on earlier biblical witness. In 
other words Jesus and Paul accepted the 
historicity of Adam and Eve on the basis 
of the text of Genesis, not a cultural myth. 
They did not think it inappropriate to go 
to the Hebrew scriptures to find ancient 
historical data that accurately described 
real events. If their use and interpretation 
of the Old Testament went awry here, 
why should we trust their use of the Old 
Testament in its witness to the person 
and work of the Messiah? 

Lamoureux wants to steer a new 
path in the creation-evolution debate. But 
at heart the position he adopts has more 
than an echo of classic liberalism. He does 
want to hold onto the authority of the Bible, 
unlike liberalism, but his methodology 
leads to sitting over, not under the word 
— not unlike the way the ‘Jesus Seminar’ 
decided which sayings of Jesus in the 
gospels were authentic. Ultimately it is a 
question of authority. Who is to decide, and 
on what basis, which parts of scripture are 
giving accurate historical and theological 
information? Astonishingly it would seem 
that Jesus was not up to the task, in 
Lamoureux's view. 

In short, Lamoureux's 
understanding of scripture is faulty. 

His argument destroys the authority of 
scripture. If there is a conflict between what 
the Bible appears to teach and modern 
scientific models, it is the Bible which 

must be wrong (although excusably in his 
view). It appears that there would be no 


way the Bible could in principle affirm as 
true an understanding of the cosmos that 
conflicted with our modern understanding. 
In spite of these extremely serious failings | 
suggest that Lamoureux’s position actually 
respects the text of the Bible more than 
someone like Denis Alexander whose 
doctrine of scripture would appear 
more orthodox. 

Lamoureux insists that the Biblical 
text teaches a historical Adam and Eve, a 
global flood and physical death through 
sin. It would make his argument much 
more straightforward if he could say the 
Bible did not in fact teach these things. 
To his credit, he cannot in all honesty 
do that. He feels the exegetical force of 
the arguments used by creationists (and 
others). Conversely, he is not convinced by 
the exegesis of fellow theistic evolutionists 
like Denis Alexander. He says, “Church 
history reveals that nearly all Christians 
have understood Gen 1-11 to be a record 
of actual events in the past” (p34). 

Alexander attempts to reconcile 
evolutionary history with biblical history in 
a different way. He argues that although 
Genesis 1 is not intended to be a linear 
historical account of creation there are 
some genuinely historical elements in the 
early chapters of Genesis. For example, 
there was a historical Adam and Eve, but 
Eve was not made from Adam’s rib (p197). 
He argues Genesis 3 refers to a historical 
act of disobedience but it does not teach 
that physica/ death came as a punishment 
for sin, and nor do Paul's epistles (pp254- 
276). In other words, unlike Lamoureux, 
Alexander would not deny that the Bible 
intends to give real historical information, 
or that its writers can transcend their 
cultural beliefs. Rather, where there is a 
conflict between the evolutionary account 
of earth history and what the Bible 
appears to say, he argues that the Bible 
can be interpreted in a different way that 
removes the conflict. Hence he insists that 
while Adam was a historical individual the 
Bible does not teach he was the physical 
ancestor of all humanity, or that the flood 
was global or that physical death came 
through sin. His assignment of which 
events are historical is driven by the 


need to remove any conflict with evolution 
leading to arbitrary interpretative choices: 
Adam/’s nakedness (Gen 2v25) is symbolic 
whereas the description of Adam as a 
farmer is historical (p236). 

The problem is that Alexander's 
exegetical arguments are very weak (as 
ably exposed by Lamoureux). But that is 
not of great concern to Alexander. The 
logic of his position undercuts the need 
for convincing exegesis: if the evolutionary 
account of earth history is a fact, and the 
Bible is inerrant then logically the Bible 
cannotteach physical death came 
through sin (for example), however 
strongly exegetical arguments point in 
that direction. Alexander states that he 
is not seeking to impose science onto 
scripture (p191), but his overwhelming 
confidence in scientific evidence pointing 
to humans and apes sharing common 
ancestry (pp200-213) and death before 
the fall being a “reality that will not go 
away” (pp273-4) leave him no option but 
to ensure the Bible is understood in a 
way that is consistent with these ‘facts.’ 

Unfortunately Alexander's 
approach to scripture on this topic shares 
similarities with the strategy employed by 
other groups with which Alexander would 
most definitely not want to be associated. 
Jehovah's Witnesses see the doctrine of 
the trinity as a logical absurdity and hence 
Jesus cannot be divine, however many 
biblical passages appear to teach that he 
is God. Such passages are ‘re-interpreted’ 
(and sometimes re-translated) to 
say something consistent with their 
assumptions. When faced with Jehovah's 
Witnesses we do not say that we both sit 
under the authority of the Bible, but we 
respectfully differ in our interpretations. We 
insist that their so called interpretations are 
wrong. They are so far removed from what 
the text is saying that they cannot claim 
scriptural support. Sadly, as many readers 
will know from personal experience, 

a patient discussion of the exegetical 
reasons for our belief in the deity of Christ 
rarely impact Jehovah's Witnesses. Their 
starting assumptions control what they 
are ready to see in scripture. Similarly 

| fear that exegetical arguments are 
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unlikely to convince theistic evolutionists 
like Alexander until they are willing to first 
question the evolutionary narrative. 

At heart the origins debate is 
a battle over our doctrine of scripture. 
Alexander undermines his impeccably 
orthodox doctrinal belief by accepting 
interpretations of the text that are 
untenable, interpretations forced by his 
acceptance of evolution. Lamoureux's view 
of scripture is more obviously a deviation 
from the historic position of the church, 
but at least he does not distort what the 
text is actually saying. It is the more stable 
position of the two as the weak exegesis 
required by Alexander will make his 
position increasingly implausible as it 
faces scrutiny, particularly from New 
Testament scholars. To put it another way, 
the version of theistic evolution represented 
by Alexander will tend to degenerate into 
the version represented by Lamoureux. 

In our interaction with theistic 
evolution it is worth highlighting these 
contrasting approaches to show the 
inherent biblical difficulties of a theistic 
evolution position, in all its different forms.| 
Lamoureux's insistence that Paul did teach 
physical death came through sin, even 
though to say the opposite would make it 
far easier for his argument, is a powerful 
challenge to theistic evolutionists adopting 
a position more similar to Alexander's. 

In their differing ways Lamoureux 
and Alexander both try to make the Bible 
consistent with evolutionary history. But 
there is another option they both leave 
unexplored. Evolutionary history can itself 
be challenged. It does not need to be a 
given to which the Bible must conform. 
Rather the Bible can inform a model of 
earth history that is scientifically satisfying 
and robust. Both books disappoint at this 
point in failing to engage seriously with the 
scientific difficulties of evolutionary history. 
More seriously they also completely fail to 
show awareness let alone understanding 
or engagement with modern creationist 
research. Their citations of creationist 
material extend little beyond Henry 
Morris. Lamoureux’s omission here is 
particularly inexcusable given his former 
close association with creationist thinking. 


] 
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Appendix 7 of Evolutionary Creation 
contains a critique of what he regards as 
the young earth creationist understanding 
of the fossil record, yet it bears no relation 
to anything | have ever heard or seen 
from any creationist, however ill-informed! 
The failure of Alexander and 
Lamoureux to understand their opponents 
is ultimately counter-productive to 
their own argument. But it is also a 
reminder to modern creationists that 
we must do more than communicate 
specific anti-evolutionary arguments 
or particular pieces of evidence that 
support a creationist model. We need to 
communicate our whole methodology 
in constructing a biblical model of earth 
history: a methodology that seeks to 
embrace data rather than dismiss it and 
explain it in a multi-disciplinary model 
informed by experts in their respective 
fields. Perhaps Lamoureux’s own journey 
away from the creationism of his youth 


was undertaken because this methodology 


of creationist thinking was never 
adequately communicated. With the right 
framework in place students are better 


placed to retain their creationist convictions 


even when particular arguments are 
challenged in the light of new discoveries. 
But that framework has to be grounded in 


a confidence in scripture that neither Denis 


appears to enjoy. Ironically it is theistic 
evolutionists, not creationists, who fear 
the discoveries of science. @ 


Notes 





' David Anderson has provided a very 
helpful and detailed chapter by chapter 
review and critique. See http://david. 


dw-perspective.org.uk/writings/creation- 


or-evolution-dr-denis-alexander/index. 
php/intro. For a multi-author discussion 
of the theology and science presented 


by Alexander see Norman C. Nevin (ed.), 


‘Should Christians Embrace Evolution? 
Biblical and scientific responses’ (IVP, 
Nottingham, 2009). 


He has a footnote at this point 
expressing his expectation that the 
first sentence will be quoted and 
manipulated by his critics! | have done 


the former, but | hope avoided the latter. 


In response to the charge that he is 
making God a liar (in saying the Bible 
contains statements that are false) he 
argues that lying requires a deceptive 
and malicious intent, something which 
cannot be attributed to God. 


In places this assumption is read into 
the text as if it was impossible for an 
ancient reader to think of the universe 


except in these categories. For example, 


referring to the Sabbath command 

in Exodus 20v11 Lamoureux says, “It 
must be remembered that the words 
‘heavens’ and ‘earth’ in the Bible do not 
have the twenty-first century meanings 


of outer space and a globe, respectively. 


Exodus 20 subtly refers to the creation 
of a 3-tiered universe” (pp192-3). 


This is an important point that some 
creationists need to consider. For 
example, it is sometimes argued that 
the Bible teaches the earth is a sphere 
on the basis of texts such as Isaiah 
40v22 which refers to the “circle of 
the earth.” Maybe. But if we insist this 
is a literal description of the shape 

of the earth then surely the “corners” 
of the earth referred to in Isaiah 41v9 
should be understood equally literally 
(as Lamoureux notes, p132). | am 

not arguing every phrase needs to 
be understood metaphorically any 
more than every phrase should be 
understood literally. My point is that 
we need appropriate hermeneutical 
criteria to distinguish metaphor and 
literal descriptions. What we must not 
do is choose literal or metaphorical 
interpretations according to which is 
most convenient to support our case. 


D.A. Carson, ‘Three more books on the 
Bible: a critical review’ Trinity Journal, 
27NS (2006) p34. 


G.K. Beale raises a number of lines of 
evidence that suggest the ancients did 
not understand the sky to be a solid 
dome. See ‘The erosion of inerrancy 

in evangelicalism. Responding to 

new challenges to biblical authority’, 
(Crossway, Wheaton, 2008), pp198-200. 


M.A. Noll, ‘Between faith and criticism’, 
(Apollos, Leicester, 1991) pp167-9. 


The diagrams on p174 and p179 that 
make the classic separation between 
‘inerrant’ theology and ‘errant’ history 
cannot be sustained given the way 
Christian theology is inseparable from 
history. Despite its claim to be an 


‘incarnational’ approach to scripture it 
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reflects a distorted understanding of the 
incarnation. Jesus was fully human, but 
he was also the Word who was God. 


See S. Lloyd, ‘Christian theology and 
neo-Darwinism are incompatible: an 
argument from the resurrection’ in 

G. Finlay, S. Lloyd, S. Pattemore & D. 
Swift, ‘Debating Darwin. Two debates: 
Is Darwinism true & does it matter?’ 
(Paternoster, Milton Keynes, 2009), 
ppl-29, pp69-78. 


We need to tread exceedingly carefully 
on this question as the Bible does not 
answer all the questions we might 
have. Luke 2v52 tells us he went 
through the normal processes of human 
development. Human beings are not 
omniscient. Jesus certainly displayed 
supernatural knowledge at times (as 

did Old Testament prophets) but this is 
not the same as infinite knowledge. As 
Donald Macleod puts it, “The incarnation 
inevitably involved some mode of 
ignorance. Humanness cannot be 
omniscient.” (‘The Person of Christ’, 

(IVP, Leicester, 1998) 0167.) But limitations 
in knowledge need not imply fallibility. 
Macleod goes on to say that, “the choice 
facing us need not be restricted to either 
assuming that Jesus was a flat-earther 
or assuming that he was conversant 
with the cosmology of Copernicus 

and the physics of Einstein. There is 

a third possibility: that Jesus knew 

the provisional nature of science and 
metaphysics of his day and suspended 
judgement. If he knew that he did 

not know the day or the hour of the 
parousia, could he not also have known 
that he did not know the speed of light; 
and even that many questions relevant 
to the environment and to cosmic origins 
had not even been posed in the first 
century?” (p170). 


The recent book ‘Darwin, Creation 

and the Fall. Theological Challenges’, 
eds. R.J. Berry & T.A. Noble (Apollos, 
Nottingham, 2009) represents a similar 
diversity of views on issues such whether 
physical death is a consequence of sin. 


Book Review 
The Eye: a Natural History 


Simon Ings 


London, Bloomsbury Publishing, 2007. 332 pp. 


ISBN 978-0747578055 £17.99 


Reviewed by Sylvia Baker 


This is a popular-level single-volume work 
about the eye, engagingly written by 
novelist and science writer, Simon Ings. 
The first point to emphasise is that it is 
indeed about the eye. It is not primarily a 
book about vision as it contains very little 
mention of the brain’s involvement in that 
process. In confining itself simply to the 
nature of the eye, the book nevertheless 
needs to draw upon, says the author 
(p.10), ‘evolution, chemistry, optics, 
colour, psychology, anthropology 

and consciousness.’ 

‘The story of the eye is epic:’ Ings 
acknowledges (p.286), ‘this book is but 
the shortest précis of its wonders’. He tells 
us that ‘the story of the eye is filled with 
material wonders: mirror eyes, fibre-optic 
eyes, and eyes crammed full of exquisite 
lenses; shells that see and spiders that 
steer by the sun ...’ Against this backdrop 
of amazement and awe, the references 
to evolution which abound throughout the 
book appear as distracting irrelevancies. 
Worse, they deprive the reader of that 
sense of wonder. The message of the book 
really appears to be that eyes may seem 
to be wonderful things but actually they 
are not, since evolution has managed to 
produce them so many different times. 

This reviewer abandoned belief 
in evolution forty years ago as a direct 
result of a seminar in which the evolution 
of the vertebrate eye was being discussed. 
In those days, it was believed that, since 
all living things had evolved from an 
original simple organism, it should be 
possible to arrange eyes in an ascending 
order of complexity, showing how one 
type had evolved into another. It was 
clearly impossible but the other seminar 
members, including the lecturer in charge, 
refused to countenance any suggestion 
that it had not happened this way. Ten 





years later, in 1977 and in response to this 
very problem, no less a person than the 
esteemed biologist Ernst Mayr was the first 
to publish the proposal that the eye had 
in fact evolved independently at least forty 
times. According to Ings (p 79) nowadays 
‘estimates wobble wildly between forty 
and sixty.’ How sad to see so much time, 
energy and effort wasted on such idle 
speculations by the biological community. 
How much further might we be with eye 
research if eyes had been regarded as 
designed for purpose and investigated 
from that standpoint? 
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Berlinski believes 
that the myth that 

a sophisticated 
computer simulation 
had demonstrated 
eye evolution was 
initially promulgated 
by Richard Dawkins 
and has been 
perpetuated ever 
since by writers who 
do not check their 
sources properly. 


The book contains at least one serious 
error. On page 99, the paper published 
in 1994 by Susanne Pelger and Dan- 
Eric Nilsson is discussed. These authors 
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claimed to have demonstrated how a fish's 
eye could have evolved very simply, easily 
and quickly from a flat photo-sensitive 
surface. Ings reports that Pelger and 
Nilsson designed a computer simulation 
of how this fish eye might have evolved 
but it is now fully acknowledged and well- 
documented that there was 

no computer simulation involved. 

In a lengthy article published on 
the website of the Discovery Institute, 
David Berlinski shows clearly that the 
Pelger and Nilsson paper involved no 
computer, took no account of natural 
selection and contributed very little, 
if anything, to the debate about eye 
evolution. (See A Scientific Scandal, 
www.discovery.org). Berlinski believes 
that the myth that a sophisticated 
computer simulation had demonstrated 
eye evolution was initially promulgated 
by Richard Dawkins and has been 
perpetuated ever since by writers who do 
not check their sources properly. It is sad 
to see that this book is guilty in that regard. 

There is much to be learned 
from Ings’ volume, if one can stomach 
the gratuitous evolutionism it contains. 

He claims that his approach has never 
been tried before, and he may well be 
right. He describes it as his own journey 
through the literature, a tale of wonder and 
confusion, and flashes of understanding 
(p.11.) Wonder there certainly must be and 
an acknowledgement that we are very far 
from understanding eyes, let alone the full 
process of vision. But if there is confusion, 
it follows from attempts to explain, by the 
operation of a random and meaningless 
process, systems that are so manifestly 
and exquisitely designed. @ 
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Book Review 
Creation, Fall, Restoration: 
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Andrew S. Kulikovsky 
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ISBN 978-1845504465 £11.99 


Reviewed by David Anderson 


This book is impressively comprehensive in 
its aim and scope. The author will mostly 
be known to creationists in the UK as a 
frequent contributor to Creation Ministries 
International's “Journal of Creation”. In this 
new work he has aimed to cover the whole 
ground of argument on the Biblical theology 
of creation — past, present and future. 

He begins with a defence of the 
necessity of this project and a discussion 
of the interaction between the Bible and 
science and questions of interpretation. 

He asserts the great matter which is at 

the heart of the creationism debate — the 
primacy and authority of Scripture. This is 
very welcome. When this point is soundly 
established in the evangelical church in 
practice and not just in theory, everything 
else will eventually flow from there. The 
great bulk of the book is then taken up 
with an exegesis-based discussion of the 
crucial chapters of Genesis 1-4 and their 
issues. The final three chapters tackle 

the flood, the care of creation and finally 
creation’s restoration. The aim throughout 
is not primarily scientific, but exegetical - 
what does the Bible actually say, and what 
limits does it prescribe for our beliefs about 
creation? What actually is the Scripture’s 
theology of creation? As he says in the 
introduction, there are almost no scientific 
arguments dealt with. 

All of this is packed into about 270 
pages, which means that the argument is 
fairly compressed. The aim seems to be to 
give an introduction and overview. As such 
this book serves as a useful handbook 
and guide to the areas of discussion and 
controversy. That it is not to say that it is 
simple — the writing is dense. Sometimes 
this is a weakness, and questions are 
rushed over. The word “clearly” gets 
prepended to an assertion where perhaps 
the clarity is only with the author who has 





done all of his homework, not with the 
reader! In general, though, Kulikovsky 
avoids superficiality and provides 
arguments which are impressively 
detailed and specific relative to the book's 
size. Words are not wasted, and there 

are plenty of footnotes and use of relevant 
resources to show you where to go next 

if you want more. 

The writer generally interacts with 
the present mainstream of evangelical 
scholarship, which argues for ways 
of interpreting the Bible so as to not 
contradict the consensus of present 
scientific orthodoxy. His range of reading 
is impressive. The main thrust of the book 
is to provide a Biblical and exegetical 
defence of the traditional and historical 
reading of Genesis and refutation of 
alternatives. That is, he writes from a 
young-earth creationist position. He well 
refutes the propaganda notion being 
pedalled not only by out and out atheists 
but sadly taken up too by apologists 
for theistic evolution. This is the notion 
that says that creationist apologists 
must necessarily be Biblically naive and 
scholarly lightweights whose beliefs 
are mainly to be explained by a lack 
of deep study. 

Who is this book for? If you are 
looking for such a theology, where all 
the issues are pulled into one place and 
argued from a creationist perspective, 
this may be what you want. If you want 
a useful and pretty systematic handbook 
of reference or a key into any particular 
issue, again this could serve you well. This 
is not a book for a beginner in theology or 
someone looking for a simple introduction 
to the issues — this is reflected by the 
imprint in which it has been published 
(Mentor being CFP’s academic channel). 
At the other end of the scale, if you want a 
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Fall, 
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Andrew Kulikovsky 





comprehensive and detailed work, these 
270 pages are not it. Inevitably on many 
questions you may wish for further and 
deeper discussion. 

Within these limits, does the book 
succeed in its aims? Yes. Kulikovsky 
establishes his own position by exegesis 
and the interaction with other viewpoints is 
genuine and meaningful. The arguments 
are series and there are no cheap shots. 

What are the book's weaknesses? 
There is an unevenness in the distribution 
of the content. The proportioning of 
material reflects the controversial concerns 
since Darwin — the great bulk falls upon the 
interpretation of Genesis and surrounding 
issues; other issues are discussed in less 
depth. The final two chapters (on the care 
of creation including a Christian approach 
to the environment, and finally creation’s 
restoration) have quite a different flavour 
and lack interaction with opposing views 
or the objections that would be raised 
against the author's position. One curious 
fly in the ointment was a footnote on page 
201 in which with a single swipe Kulikovsky 
writes off the mainstream Protestant view 
on Adam's federal headship as “heretical 
theology”, arguing that the immediate 
imputation of one person’s sin to another 
(Adam's to us) is morally impossible. But 
such imputation (ours to Christ) is the heart 
of the gospel (2 Corinthians 5:21). Using 
Paul's principles in 1 Corinthians 15 we 
might say — “if sin is not imputed, then our 
sin is not imputed to Christ — and if our sin 
is not imputed to Christ, then our faith is 
vain and we are still in our sins.” Kulikovsky 
instead prefers the view that we are guilty 
of Adams sin because of the presence of 
our own human nature in Adam and our 
reception of not only body but also soul by 
mediate descent from him (traducianism). 
This view has significant problems (why 


are we only guilty of Adam’s first sin, and 
not all the following ones and all of those 
of each of our ancestors? How could Christ 
be punished for our sin on such a basis?) 
and in fact the publisher's own doctrinal 
basis (the Westminster standards}, as do 
many classical Protestant confessions, 
assert the federal view. It appears that the 
author has not done his homework in this 
area and the ensuing bold assertion of 
heresy is cheap. 

Despite the omission of interaction, 
| did particularly appreciate the teaching 
of the penultimate chapter. Kulikovsky 
gives a robust exposition of the “dominion 
mandate” and its consequences, showing 
its controlling place for us in understanding 
our present approach to creation. In the 
concern to rebut Darwinism and assert the 
orthodox reading of Genesis, this note has 
been too offen lacking in creationist output. 
This has allowed Christian evolutionists to 
assert that the whole issue of creationism 
is secondary. On the contrary, Kulikovsky 
demonstrates how a historical approach to 
Genesis is the foundation for a consistent 
understanding of who we really are 
and what our task in the world really 
is. He gives us a way into dealing with 
environmental issues responsibility whilst 
asserting the primacy of man and warning 
against the pagan deification of creation 
itself — which too many Christians 
have embraced. 

Used well and appropriately, this 
will be a useful tool in the creationist’s 
arsenal. Worth knowing about and having 
a copy at hand for reference, even if 
choose not to proceed through it page 
by page. @ 


David Anderson is a pastor and Bible 
college lecturer based in Eldoret, Kenya 
(http://david.dw-perspective.org.Uk] 
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M.R. Bennett and P.M.S. Hacker 


Oxford, Blackwell 2003. xvii + 461 pp. 


ISBN 140510838X £21.99 


Reviewed by Sylvia Baker 





This long and weighty book has, since its 
publication, been a cause of controversy 
amongst philosophers and neuroscientists 
and raises issues which deserve a 
Christian response. Max Bennett is a 
neuroscientist from Sydney University 
while Peter Hacker is a British philosopher 
based at St. John’s College, Oxford. Their 
premise is that while neuroscientists may 
be conducting impressive experiments and 
gathering important data, their framework 
for interpreting that data is leading them to 
talk nonsense, using that word in its literal, 
non-pejorative sense. 
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In arguing their case, 
the authors cover an 
astonishing amount 

of material. 


According to Bennett and Hacker, 
harm is being done to the progress 
of neuroscience by the habit that 
neuroscientists have got into of ascribing 
psychological attributes to the brain. 
For them it is neither the mind nor the 
brain that is the subject of psychological 
attributes, it is the person. They question 
the premise adopted by the current 
generation of neuroscientists that 
behaviour and experience can be 
explained solely by reference to neuronal 
activity in the brain. Clearly the brain 
is involved, but it is not the brain that 
understands, reasons and remembers, it 
is the person. It is not the eye or brain that 
sees; we see, using our eyes and brains. 
In arguing their case, the authors 
cover an astonishing amount of material. 
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They describe the history of neuroscience 
and assess the work of a large number 
of neuroscientists, dealing with a wide 
range of topics. They apply their ideas to 
the psychological concepts of sensation, 
perception, knowledge, memory, thought, 
imagination, consciousness and self- 
consciousness. Even those who disagree 
with them have been impressed by the 
volume of material and the thorough way 
in which it has been analysed. 

Bennett and Hacker are not writing 
from a Christian perspective. They are 
arguing from a Wittgensteinian view of the 
philosophy of mind, which places great 
stress on the clear and unambiguous use 
of language. Their issue is with the way 
that the neuroscientists are expressing 
themselves, not with anything more 
fundamental than that. However, the 
issues they raise are the same as those 
troubling thinking Christians. How much 
that is said in the name of neuroscience 
is warranted by the facts and how much 
proceeds from a materialist, reductionist 
view of the person as basically consisting 
of a network of neurons? When Bennett 
and Hacker speak of a human being, they 
do not mean a being made in the image 
of God whose very essence is spiritual as 
well as physical. What is a human being? 
A Christian and a naturalist/materialist 
will give profoundly different answers to 
that question, answers that will affect their 
whole approach to neuroscience. Bennett 
and Hacker are seeking to challenge 
neuroscientists to consider and clarify 
the conceptual apparatus that they are 
using to express their theories. Christians 
should be doing the same, but at a much 
deeper level, challenging the naturalism/ 
materialism that underlies the thinking 
of these authors as well as that of the 
neuroscientists they are targeting. @ 
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Editorial: (Continued) 


Liberty of conscience is often taken for 
granted in the UK, but we should remind 
ourselves that liberty is not the norm 
among nations that have not had the 
benefit of a Protestant Reformation, or 
the equivalent of an Authorised Version 
of the Bible. We owe much to the Puritans 
(for saying that God must come 

before matters of State), to Cromwell's 
Commonwealth (for allowing ordinary 
citizens freedom to practise liberty of 
conscience under God and for insisting 
that the King also must be subject to God's 
Law), to the ministers banished from their 
churches in the “Great Ejection” and the 
dissenters of subsequent generations (for 
demonstrating that liberty of conscience 
is worth much more than the approval 

of men). 

Also very significant is the way 
pioneer scientists embraced the AV and 
found it relevant to their scholarship 
as well as their private lives. Science 
was enriched by Christian values. The 
experimental method was embraced as a 
way of freeing scholars from authoritarian 
dogmas handed down from eminent 
teachers of the past. The founders of the 
Royal Society underlined the importance of 
liberty to follow evidence wherever it leads 
when they adopted for their motto the 
words “Nullius in Verba’, often translated 
as ‘on the word of no one’. Nevertheless, 
these scientists did not disassociate 
themselves from the Bible, and theology 
was still regarded as the “Queen of the 
sciences”. The universities of Oxford and 
Cambridge were proud of their colleges, 
many of which had names which pointed 
to their Christian roots: e.g. All Souls, Christ 
Church, Jesus, Emmanuel, St John’s and 
Trinity. Another generation needed to pass 
before a wedge could be driven between 
science and the Christian faith. 

The real decline in Christian culture 
started with the so-called “Enlightenment” 
Movement. These leading scholars 
promoted Deism (God created but 
does not govern) rather than Theism 
(God created and sustains all things). 
They defended rationalism (reasoning 
about evidence is the exclusive route to 
knowledge) and rejected revealed truth. 


The trend to secularism was gathering 
strength and the world of scholarship 
had less and less a place for God in its 
thinking. This led to tacit atheism (allowing 
God no place in our intellectual life) and 
then full-blown atheism. 

Today, our Christian heritage may 
be discerned in public ceremonies and 
symbolism. Phrases from the AV are 
still to be heard from the lips of society's 
leaders. However, the old landmarks are 
broken down and crumbling. At the time of 
writing this Editorial, the chief Rabbi, Lord 
Sacks, has warned that anti-discrimination 
policies have fuelled an erosion of religious 
liberty. Speaking to the House of Commons 
public administration select Committee 
he said: 

“We are beginning to move back to 
where we came in in the 17"" Century — 
a whole lot of people on the Mayflower 
leaving to find religious freedom 
elsewhere.” 


This is, of course, a reference to the Pilgrim 
Fathers sailing to America in 1620 to have 
the freedom to worship and serve God 
according to their consciences. 

In the public arena, the most 
frequently encountered reaction to 
biblical Christianity is scoffing. This was 
the experience of Dr Sylvia Baker and 
Prof Andy Mcintosh when they appeared 
earlier this year in the BBC programme 
“The Big Questions” to talk about the issue 
of creationism in schools. This was also 
the response Prof Michael Reiss received 
when, in September 2008, he addressed 
a British Association Festival of Science 
meeting. He suggested that science 
education must incorporate respect for the 
individual and teachers should recognise 
that creationists have a worldview which 
differs in significant ways from the secular 
culture. Consequently, teachers should not 
go into battle and treat creationist students 
as enemies, but engage with concepts 
already understood by their students in 
order to develop their understanding of 
science. Far from this being received as 
sound common sense, Reiss found himself 
fried. In particular, his comments enraged 
senior members of the Royal Society, 


because Reiss was both their Director 

of Education and also a minister of the 

Church of England. Here is how The Times 

reported it: 
“Sir Richard Roberts, who won the 
Nobel Prize for Medicine in 1993, 
described such views as outrageous, 
and organised a letter to the society's 
president, Lord Rees of Ludlow, 
demanding that Professor Reiss be 
sacked. Phil Willis MP, the chairman of 
the Commons Innovation, Universities, 
Science and Skills Committee, was due 
to meet Royal Society officers today to 
demand an explanation of Professor 
Reiss’s comments.” 


Richard Dawkins took a more moderate 
stance by describing the hostile activities 
of his colleagues as a “witch hunt’, 

but nevertheless compared having “a 
clergyman” directing education at the 
Royal Society to “a Monty Python sketch”. 
Richard Roberts described Reiss’s religious 
occupation as “worrisome”. Writing in The 
Guardian, Sir Harry Kroto insisted that 
Michael Reiss must go, because science is 
based on evidence, whereas (in his view) 
all religious people have sacrificed their 
intellectual integrity by accepting “irrational 
unsubstantiated claims [that have] no 
fundamental validity”. By accepting Kroto’s 
complaint, and requiring the resignation 
of Reiss, the Royal Society leaders are in 
denial of their own Christian heritage. 

The secularists appear to be 
embarrassed by the Christian roots of 
science. Their response is generally to say 
that the cultural influences from Christianity 
were of no consequence and can be 
ignored. Consequently, the Royal Society's 
description of its own history makes 
no mention of the Christian confession 
of its founders. In 2010, the 350" 
anniversary of the inauguration of the 
Royal Society was notable for the absence 
of any acknowledgement that Christian 
convictions motivated the pioneers and 
nurtured science in its infancy. 

This is a grim picture to paint, but 
all the signs are that we will find the future 
even darker. The scoffers will increase their 
influence and prestige and Christianity will 


be pushed relentlessly out of public life. 
Several of us have been encouraged by 
reading Psalm 1, which seems to speak 
directly into this situation. 

We can expect to see a greater 
secularisation of education. Secularists 
will describe themselves as reformers and 
will portray science as our saviour. Their 
strategy for sweeping away Christianity 
will be to suggest that superstitious beliefs 
have no part to play in the education of 
the nation’s youth. In schools, Religious 
Instruction will be dropped as a subject 
and there will be no reference to an act 
of worship in the school day. Universities 
will also be affected. It will be said: “How 
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can universities promote evidence- 
based science with integrity whilst also 
treating theology as a serious academic 
discipline?” — and “to elevate ‘irrational 
unsubstantiated claims’ to degree level 
and post-graduate level study is to 
undermine everything else the university 
stands for”. This will, in turn, create a 
major problem for Bible/Theological 
Colleges whose degrees are validated by 
universities. Talk of theology as the “Queen 
of the Sciences” will be gone and there will 
be no grants or other funding opportunities 
for students seeking to study theology. 

We have a major problem in the 
UK, because so many Christian leaders 
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have been content to see Christianity 
presented as a privatised lifestyle choice. 
Consequently, many parents and teachers 
have not been alerted to secular trends 
influencing history, English literature, 
science, psychology, philosophy, sex 
education and more. Questions about 
origins are of crucial importance because 
they highlight specific issues for education: 
the nature of man, the importance of 
family life, the human predicament of 
sinfulness and guilt, the unity of the human 
race (through Adam and Eve), the history 
of the world, the origin of living things, the 
origin of the universe, design in nature, 
and so on. Explicit in the case for biblical 
creation is the inspiration and authority of 
the Bible — also of fundamental importance 
for theology courses. Biblical creationists 
do not stop with origins issues — they are 
but part of an integrated worldview. 

Nevertheless, evangelical leaders 
have realised that secularism requires 
urgent attention by Christians. In June 
of this year, the Pew Forum for Religion 
and Public Life published a major report: 
“Global Survey of Evangelical Protestant 
Leaders” which showed that 71% regard 
secularism as the No 1 “major threat”. In 
North America, the figure is 90% and in 
Europe 82%. This is an opportunity for us: 
although few of these leaders are open in 
their support of creationism, we can help 
them see that origins issues are crucial 
for confronting secularism. 

So what should our response be? 
We are thinking here of how to preserve 
and develop a Christian culture. The 
anniversary of the Authorised Version of 
the Bible helps us appreciate what can 
be done if we promote Bible reading, 
use biblical imagery in our words, 
take opportunities to present Christian 
perspectives on practices such as the 
marriage relationship, the family, the 
sanctity of life — in the womb as well as 
for the old and infirm, care for the sick, 
education, work, rest, the environment, 
and so on. We can keep alive the memory 
of Christians who have made an impact 
in society. A good example is the work of 
Christian Heritage in Cambridge, which 
seeks to “demonstrate the impact of 
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Christianity on the intellectual and moral 
foundations of the west”. Their latest 
Newsletter has a good article by Rachel 
Thorpe and David Berkley with the title: 
The King James Bible & the Cambridge 
Connection. 

Melvyn Bragg has written a book 
with the title “7he Book of Books” to go 
with his documentary, and his article in the 
Daily Telegraph \i June 2011), concluded 
with these words: 

“There is much else that secularists, 
atheists and the indifferent choose 

to ignore in our history. This Bible 
inspired many great philanthropists, it 
gave purpose and support in the 19" 
century to the Bible Women and the 
Slum Sisters and the Sunday Schools, 
all of which took on the dispossessed 
and destitute in society and insisted 

on redemption and improvement. And 
there is more. But mostly we find other 
causes to explain these movements, 
and of course there were economic 
causes and political causes and the 
Enlightenment played an increasing 
part, but the King James Bible, the 
national book which fed so many of our 
great writers and gives us so much of 
our daily speech still, was the life force 
of much that makes the modern world.” 


The implications for education — in both 
schools and universities — need to concern 
us all. Many of us have benefited from 
state education, but the increasing grip of 
secularisation does suggest that Christian 
teachers, Christian students and Christian 
parents need to seek God's way forward. 
There are already privately-funded 
Christian schools around the country, but 
they are not strong and many keep going 
because of sacrificial living by the teachers 
and sacrificial giving by parents. Not all of 
them have a robust sense of our Christian 
heritage. There is talk in several circles of 
setting up a Christian university — this is 
becoming an urgent issue if Bible Colleges 
cease to be able to offer degrees from a 
partnering university. Again, not everyone 
in these circles has the same vision as to 
what a Christian university should be like. 
Over many years, the Genesis 


Agendum has maintained a lecture 
programme in London, Cambridge and 
Coventry, and has pursued a vision for a 
virtual museum of evidences related to 
origins. All these activities have sought 

to counter the influence of secularism by 
developing coherent Christian responses. 
The virtual museum went live in September 
2010, with the name “The World Around 
Us". Over the past 6 months, the BCS 
Committee has taken responsibility for 

this work, and the virtual museum project 
is of particular relevance to the theme of 
this editorial. This web-based resource 
provides a scholarly response to much 

of the materials being used to promote 

a secularist agenda in education. It is 

our goal to have students and teachers 
bookmark the site as a valuable resource 
for origins issues. Please consider whether 
this is an area where you could make a 
contribution — initially we seek to establish 
an email list for distributing information 
and promoting discussion of how to 
enhance the usefulness of “The World 
Around Us” and how to promote it as a 
resource. If you have a positive response 
to this, please email us at the BCS address: 
feedback@biblicalcreation.org.uk. 

This editorial cannot do more than 
raise some of these issues and suggest 
we bring them to God in prayer. God does 
not call us to engage in every part of this 
spiritual battle, but he does call us to fight 
the good fight using the gifts and talents 
he has entrusted to us. @ 

David J. Tyler. 


Web Links 





The Big Questions (BBC] 27 March 2011) 


Should Creationism Ever Be Taught In 
Schools? (1/2) 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=G2f_ 
CZsXbyk 


Should Creationism Ever Be Taught In 
Schools? (2/2) 
http://www.youtube.com/ 
watch?v=VixrniJd754&NR=1 


Christian Heritage (Cambridge) 
http://www.christianheritageuk.org.uk/ 


The World Around Us 
http://www.worldaroundus.org.uk/ 
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